RECEIVED -
~ JUN D5 Z001 010107

” ;'.""BOB LOUX: For the record I'm Bob Loux, L-o-u-x. I'm thé Executi‘ve Director of -f,h'e: N*Qvadﬁ"}&gen‘éy-"fof

!
|
Nuclear Projects in the governor's office for the State of Nevada. | i
The Nevada Agency for Nuclear Projects is a state agency within the governor's office designated by the I
Nevada Legislature to carry out the state's oversight duties associated with the federal high-level radioactive | ’
_ - waste program. These comments are being presented on behalf of the State of Nevada and are in addition to :
.Nevada's comments already subitted on the Draft DEIS in February of Iasf year. We'll be submitting
_ 1 . - written comments on the Supplement prior to the end of the comment period. It's worth noting that Ivmnd
' affected units of local government have requested an additional 45 days be included in the comment penod

for this Supplement, and we urge DOE's timely consideration of these requests. | C \

2 IEState‘s primary comment regarding the Supplement is that it fails to meet the requirement that the
' Secretary of Energy's site recommendation include a description of the proposed repository and preliminary
‘engineering specifications for the facility. The Final Environmental Impact Statement is part of the
comprehensive basis required for the Secretary's recommendation, just as is the repository design
description. And the Final EIS must reflect the proposed repository design. A set of evolving design
o scenarios with variable design features and operational parameters is neither sufficient for the Final EIS nor
" for asite recommendation, if one is to be made. The DEIS, including any supplements, is the basis for the |
Final Environmental Impact Statement. It must include an evaluation of the impacts associated with specific
- design alternatives in order to support an informed public review and comment and ultimately.an informed
- decision by the secretm -

'The Supplement describes two general design options, one which would res-ult in drift wall temperatures
rising above the boiling temperature, and one which would keep the waste container surface below 85
degrees centigradé. Variable operational modes and dési an features are discussed that in combination could

.3 . bearranged to meet cither one of the design options.lmSupplement asserts that the range of operational
- - modes and design features described serves to bound the potential impacts of the repository. The DEIS

made the same claim for the three general design options evaluated; however, the design features and

- operational modes described in this Supplement result in an increase beyond the bounds evaluated in the
DEIS in nearly all of the impacts originally analLed.l

4. I Two new significant features have been added to the conceptual repository surface facility by this
Supplement, and neither has been adequately analyzed. The proposed blending pool in the Waste Handling
Building, designed to hold 5,000 metric-tons, or ‘.12,000 spent fuel assemblies, is not properly included in the
accident analysis. The accident analysis in the Supplement has the same scenario condition as in the DEIS:

A seismic collapse of the Waste Handling Building with damage to all waste casks in the building. The
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4cont ~ Supplement, however, fails to consider that if the Waste Har;dling Building chlapseé, the la}gefuel:plendm,g b

- S pool, built to the same design accident standards, will also fail. It also doesn't recognize that with the b
collapse of the building, electrical power will be terminated ending the ability to cool Spént fuel in the

"+ - damaged or collapsed pool. In any case there will 'bu'e a rapid and possibly catastrophic heating of damaged

spent fuel in the pool. The accident seenario must be fully analyzed and its consequences described in the
' Supplement. |

S IESupplement also describes a 200-acre spent fuel storage area in the vicinity of the North Portal
T Operations Area that would hold 40,000 metric tons of spent fuel and 4500 dry.casks for a 50-year cooliﬁg .
period. This facility is the equivalent 61" the spent fuel storage facility proposed for Skull Valley, Utah with R
the exception of the storage pad area at Skull Valley is supposed to be only 100 acres. The Supplement does
.7 " notinclude a seismic hazard analysis for the facility. Were it required to be licensed under the same NRC |
rules being applied in the Skull Valley proposed facility, it would likely not be licénsﬁble because of the 7

- . -earthquake potential in the area. The Supplement must include a seismic risk and consequence analysis for-
~ . the proposed spent fuel storage area. |

SR |Furthermore, if 50 years of storage for purposes of cooling the spent fuel is being considered, why is it
-~ necessary to bring the spent fuel to Yucca Mountain? Evaluation of a decades-long cooling period at the - = -
- reactors would have provided a realistic no action alternative to replace the DEIS's-analysis of the unrealistic -

L - scenario of essentially abandoning the spent fuel at the reactors for 10,000 years. IIhank you.
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